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ABSTRACT
This research examines team faultlines and their potential impact on team performance. Faultlines are defined as hypothetical dividing lines that split a group or team into two or more subgroups based on one or more
individual attributes. Investigations explored the possibility that team cohesion (i.e. team members’ attraction and commitment to their team) would moderate the relationship between faultlines and team performance.
Participants (N = 867) completed The Task and Social Cohesion Questionnaire during two academic years (2013L2015). Faultline strength was calculated for each team using two approaches, Thatcher’s Fau and Meyer’s
Average Silhouette. It was hypothesized that faultline strength will be negatively related to team performance, and team cohesion will be positively related to team performance. Pearson correlational analyses revealed that
none of Thatcher’s Fau (r = L.06), Meyer’s ASW (r = .002), social cohesion (r = .06) and task cohesion (r = .10) were related to team performance. It was also hypothesized that cohesion will moderate the relation between
faultline strength and team performance, such that faultlines will have a less negative effect at high levels of cohesion. Moderated hierarchical multiple regression analyses revealed that all interaction terms were
nonsignificant, although the interaction term between Thatcher’s Fau and task cohesion was trending towards significance (ΔR2 = .016).
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PARTICIPANTS
• 867UengineeringUstudentsUatUTheUUniversityUofUWesternUOntarioZU
projectUteamsUinUoneUofUtwoUacademicUyearsU(2013L14ZU2014L15).
• MeanUageUofUparticipantsUwasU18.75UyearsU(range:U16UtoU36).
• NU=U213Uteams.
MATERIALS
• The8Task8and8Social8Cohesion8Questionnaire
• 16UitemsZU8UtaskUcohesionUandU8UsocialUcohesion.
• LikertUscaleUfromU1L7.
PROCEDURE
• ParticipantsUcompletedUdemographicUsurveyZUfaultlinesUcalculated.
• ParticipantsUworkedUinUprojectUteamsUforUaboutUsevenUmonths.
• ParticipantsUcompletedUcohesionUquestionnaire.
• CollectUprojectUgradeZUteamUperformanceUmeasure.
FAULTLINES
• FaultlinesUmeasureUdiversityUinUgroupsUbyUexaminingUsubgroupsU
basedUonUtheUalignmentUofUdemographicUvariables.
• TwoUmeasures:UThatcher’sUFauUandUMeyer’sUAverageUSilhouette.U
(ThatcherU&UPatel,U2012ZUMeyerU&UGlenz,U2013)
COHESION
• Task8Cohesion:8aUgroup’sUsharedUcommitmentUorUattractionUtoU
theUgroupUtaskUorUgoal.
• Social8Cohesion:8aUsharedUlinkingUorUattractionUtoUtheUgroup,U
emotionalUbondsUofUfriendship,UcaringUandUclosenessUamongU
groupUmembers,UenjoymentUofUeachUother’sUcompany,UorUsocialU
timeUtogether.U(Castaño etUal.,U2013)
HYPOTHESES
1. DemographicUfaultlineUstrengthUwillUhaveUaUsignificantUnegativeU
correlationUwithUteamUperformance.
2. TeamUcohesionUwillUhaveUaUsignificantUpositiveUcorrelationUwithU
teamUperformance.
3. CohesionUwillUmoderateUtheUrelationUbetweenUfaultlineUstrengthU
andUteamUperformance,UsuchUthatUfaultlinesUwillUhaveUaUlessU
negativeUeffectUatUhighUlevelsUofUcohesion.
• TheUpresentUstudyUinvestigatedUtheUrelationsUbetweenUbothU
faultlinesUandUcohesionUwithUteamUperformanceZUtheyUwereUfoundU
toUbeUuncorrelatedUwithUteamUperformance.
• AUmoderatedUregressionUanalysisUfoundUthatUneitherUtypeUofU
cohesionUmoderatedUtheUimpactUofUfaultlinesUonUteamU
performance,UalthoughUtaskUcohesionUwasUtrendingUtowardsU
moderatingUtheUeffectU(Meyer’sUASW).
CONTRIBUTIONS8&8LIMITATIONS
• EvidenceUthatUThatcher’sUFauUandUMeyer’sUASWUareUcorrelated.
• DiversityUeffectsUmayUbeUweakerUthanUoftenUhypothesized,UevenU
whenUalignmentUisUconsidered.
• StudentUteamsUmayUnotUbeUgeneralizableUtoUotherUpopulations.
• FutureUresearchUmightUexamineUcohesivenessUinUaUwayUthatUisU
moreUspecificUtoUsubgroups.
INTRODUCTION
REFERENCES
Castaño,UN.,UWatts,UT.,U&UTekleab,UA.UG.U(2013).UAUreexaminationUofUtheUcohesion–performanceU relationshipUmetaL
analyses:UAUcomprehensiveUapproach.UGroup&Dynamics:&Theory,&Research,&and&Practice,U17(4),U207L231.U
Meyer,UB.,U&UGlenz,UA.U(2013).UTeamUFaultlineUMeasures:UAUComputationalUComparisonUandUaUNewUApproachUtoU
MultipleUSubgroups.UOrganizational&Research&Methods,U16(3),U393L424.
Rink,UF.UA.,U&UJehn,UK.UA.U(2010).UDividedUweUfall,UorUunitedUweUstand?:UHowUidentityUprocessesUaffectUfaultlineU
perceptionsUandUtheUfunctioningUofUdiverseUteams. The&psychology&of&social&and&cultural& diversity. (pp.U281L 296)
Thatcher,US.UM.UB.,U&UPatel,UP.UC.U(2012).UGroupUfaultlines:UAUreview,Uintegration,UandUguideUtoUfutureU research.U
Journal&of&Management,U38(4),U969L1009.
Thatcher,US.,U&UPatel,UP.U(2011).UDemographicU faultlines:UAUmetaLanalysisUofUtheUliterature.UJournal&of& Applied&
Psychology,U96,U1119L1139.U
METHODS
TheUTeamWorkULab
DepartmentUofUPsychology
WesternUUniversity
